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Art Unit: 2617 

The Art Unit location of your application in the USPTO has changed. To aid in 
correlating any papers for this application, all further correspondence regarding this 
application should be directed to Art Unit 2617. 

DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

3. Claims 1,2, 4-6, 10, 12, 14, 15, 17-19, 23, 27, 28, 34, 39, 40, 44 and 46 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Anvekar et al (US 
6,603,968) in view of Mohammed (US 2003/01 19480A1 ). 
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Regarding claims 1,14 and 27, Anvekar teaches a method for identifying a 
wireless serving node for a mobile unit (see column 2, lines 41-55, "identifying"), 
comprising: receiving a wireless registration request at a control node for a wireless 
serving node cluster (see fig. 5, connection between network 130, 520-B and 11 OB, and 
see column 2, lines 41-55, "identification information"), determining a control node 
associated with the registration request by using a mobile unit identifier in the 
registration request (see column 2, lines 41-55, see "node", "registering" and 
"indentifying". The teaching of Anvekar inherently teaches a mobile unit identifier. In 
addition, Applicant's specification fails to further define what "control node" is. 
Therefore, Anvekar does indeed teach Applicant's claimed limitation with the broadest 
reasonable interpretation), and generating a wireless registration response containing 
an identifier for the control node associated with the registration request if the control 
node is not the control node associated with the registration request (also see column 2, 
lines 41-55, "local number"). 

Anvekar does not specifically disclose determining a control node associated 
with the registration request by using an algorithm. 

Mohammed teaches determining a control node (see fig.1, item 18 reads on 
Applicant's "control node") associated with the registration request by using an 
algorithm (see [0078], [0089] and [0090]. In addition, Applicant's specification fails to 
further define what "control node" or "an algorithm" is. Therefore, Mohammed does 
indeed teach Applicant's claimed limitation with the broadest reasonable interpretation). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Mohammed into the system of 
Anvekar in order to provide a technique for seamlessly integrating voice and data 
telecommunication services across a wireless system (see Mohammed, [0002]). 

Regarding claims 2, 10, 15, 28 and 34, Anvekar further teaches receiving a 
message regarding wireless sessions being managed by a serving node in the cluster 
(see column 10, lines 10-13), and updating a database containing information regarding 
wireless sessions being managed by serving nodes in the cluster (see column 7, lines 
60-62 and column 12, lines 11-13). 

Regarding claims 4 and 17, Anvekar further teaches determining whether a 
serving node in the cluster is managing a wireless session associated with the 
registration request if the control node is the control node associated with the 
registration request (see column 1 1 , lines 51-54), and generating a wireless registration 
response containing an identifier for the serving node managing the wireless session if 
a serving node in the cluster is managing a wireless session associated with the 
registration request (see column 2, lines 41-55, see "node", "registering" and 
"indentifying". The teaching of Anvekar inherently teaches a mobile unit identifier. In 
addition, Applicant's specification fails to further define what "control node" is. 
Therefore, Anvekar does indeed teach Applicant's claimed limitation with the broadest 
reasonable interpretation). 

Regarding claim 5, Anvekar further teaches a serving node in the cluster is 
managing a wireless session associated with the registration request (see column 1 1 , 
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lines 51-54) comprises accessing a database containing wireless session information 
for serving nodes in the cluster (see column 4, lines 25-32). 

Regarding claim 6, Anvekar further teaches selecting a serving node in the 
cluster to manage the wireless session if the control node is the control node associated 
with the registration request (see column 10, lines 10-13), and generating a wireless 
registration response containing an identifier for the selected serving node (see column 
2, lines 41-55, see "node", "registering" and "indentifying". The teaching of Anvekar 
inherently teaches a mobile unit identifier. In addition, Applicant's specification fails to 
further define what "control node" is. Therefore, Anvekar does indeed teach Applicant's 
claimed limitation with the broadest reasonable interpretation). 

Regarding claim 12, Anvekar further teaches determining a control node 
associated with the registration request by using a mobile unit identifier in the 
registration request further comprises performing a modulo operation on the mobile unit 
identifier (see column 2, lines 41-55, see "node", "registering" and "indentifying". The 
teaching of Anvekar inherently teaches a mobile unit identifier. In addition, Applicant's 
specification fails to further define what "control node" is. Therefore, Anvekar does 
indeed teach Applicant's claimed limitation with the broadest reasonable interpretation), 
using a number associated with the loading between clusters as the basis for the 
operation and the remainder of operation as an index into a database containing 
identifiers for control nodes (see column 13, line 65 to column 14, line 18). 

Anvekar does not specifically disclose determining a control node associated 
with the registration request by using an algorithm. 
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Mohammed teaches determining a control node associated with the registration 
request by using an algorithm (see [0078], [0089] and [0090]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Mohammed into the system of 
Anvekar in order to provide a technique for seamlessly integrating voice and data 
telecommunication services across a wireless system (see Mohammed, [0002]). 

Regarding claim 18, Anvekar further teaches a serving node in the cluster is 
managing a wireless session associated with the registration request comprises 
accessing a database containing wireless session information for serving nodes in the 
cluster (see column 13, line 65 to column 14, line 18). 

Regarding claim 19, Anvekar further teaches selecting a serving node in the 
cluster to manage the wireless session if the control node is the control node associated 
with the registration request (see column 2, lines 41-55, see "node", "registering" and 
"indentifying". The teaching of Anvekar inherently teaches a mobile unit identifier. In 
addition, Applicant's specification fails to further define what "control node" is. 
Therefore, Anvekar does indeed teach Applicant's claimed limitation with the broadest 
reasonable interpretation), and generate a wireless registration response containing an 
identifier for the selected serving node (see column 13, line 65 to column 14, line 18). 

Regarding claim 23, Anvekar further teaches the logic is further operable to: 
receive a message regarding a control node of another cluster, and update a database 
containing information regarding control nodes (see column 7, lines 60-63), the 
database containing identifiers for control nodes (see column 2, lines 41-55, see "node", 
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"registering" and "indentifying". The teaching of Anvekar inherently teaches a mobile 
unit identifier. In addition, Applicant's specification fails to further define what "control 
node" is. Therefore, Anvekar does indeed teach Applicant's claimed limitation with the 
broadest reasonable interpretation). 

Regarding claim 39, Anvekar teaches a system for identifying a wireless serving 
node for a mobile unit (see fig.5), comprising: a serving node cluster comprising: a 
plurality of wireless serving nodes (see column 18, lines 5-60), each serving node 
operable to manage a plurality of wireless sessions (fig.5, see wireless connections), a 
control node operable to: receive a wireless registration request for the cluster (see 
column 2, lines 41-55, see "node", "registering" and "indentifying". The teaching of 
Anvekar inherently teaches a mobile unit identifier. In addition, Applicant's specification 
fails to further define what "control node" is. Therefore, Anvekar does indeed teach 
Applicant's claimed limitation with the broadest reasonable interpretation), determine a 
control node associated with the registration request by using a mobile unit identifier in 
the registration request (see column 2, lines 41-55, the teaching of Anvekar inherently 
teaches a mobile unit identifier), and generate a wireless registration response 
containing an identifier for the control node associated with the registration request if it 
is not the control node associated with the registration request (see column 2, lines 41- 
55, see "node", "registering" and "indentifying". The teaching of Anvekar inherently 
teaches a mobile unit identifier. In addition, Applicant's specification fails to further 
define what "control node" is. Therefore, Anvekar does indeed teach Applicant's 
claimed limitation with the broadest reasonable interpretation), and a communication 
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network coupled to the serving nodes and the control node (see fig.5, connection 
between network 130, node 520-B and 1 10B), the communication network allowing the 
serving nodes and the control node to exchange data (see fig.5, communication 
between networks 130, 540, node 520-B and 11 0B). 

Anvekar does not specifically disclose determining a control node associated 
with the registration request by using an algorithm. 

Mohammed teaches determining a control node associated with the registration 
request by using an algorithm (see [0078], [0089] and [0090]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Mohammed into the system of 
Anvekar in order to provide a technique for seamlessly integrating voice and data 
telecommunication services across a wireless system (see Mohammed, [0002]). 

Regarding claim 40, Anvekar further teaches receiving a message regarding 
wireless sessions being managed by one of the serving nodes (see column 10, lines 10- 
13), and update a database containing information regarding wireless sessions being 
managed by serving nodes in the cluster (see column 7, lines 60-62 and column 12, 
lines 11-13). 

Regarding claim 44, Anvekar further teaches the logic is further operable to: 
receive a message regarding a control node of another cluster, and update a database 
containing information regarding control nodes (see column 7, lines 60-63), the 
database containing identifiers for control nodes (see column 2, lines 41-55, see "node", 
"registering" and "indentifying". The teaching of Anvekar inherently teaches a mobile 
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unit identifier. In addition, Applicant's specification fails to further define what "control 
node" is. Therefore, Anvekar does indeed teach Applicant's claimed limitation with the 
broadest reasonable interpretation). 

Regarding claim 46, Anvekar further teaches determining a control node 
associated with the registration request by using a mobile unit identifier in the 
registration request further comprises performing a modulo operation on the mobile unit 
identifier (see column 2, lines 41-55, see "node", "registering" and "indentifying". The 
teaching of Anvekar inherently teaches a mobile unit identifier. In addition, Applicant's 
specification fails to further define what "control node" is. Therefore, Anvekar does 
indeed teach Applicant's claimed limitation with the broadest reasonable interpretation), 
using a number associated with the loading between clusters as the basis for the 
operation and the remainder of operation as an index into a database containing 
identifiers for control nodes (see column 13, line 65 to column 14, line 18). 

Anvekar does not specifically disclose determining a control node associated 
with the registration request by using an algorithm. 

Mohammed teaches determining a control node associated with the registration 
request by using an algorithm (see [0078], [0089] and [0090]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Mohammed into the system of 
Anvekar in order to provide a technique for seamlessly integrating voice and data 
telecommunication services across a wireless system (see Mohammed, [0002]). 
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4. Claims 3, 16 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Anvekar et al (US 6,603,968) in view of Mohammed (US 2003/01 19480A1) and 
further in view of Helander (US 6,728,237). 

Regarding claims 3, 16 and 29, the combination of Anvekar and Mohammed 
teaches the method of claims 1 and 2. The combination of Anvekar and Mohammed 
does not specifically disclose receiving messages regarding load and wireless sessions 
for every serving node in the cluster. 

Helander teaches receiving messages regarding load and wireless sessions for 
every serving node in the cluster (see column 3, lines 20-30). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Helander into the system of 
Anvekar and Mohammed in order to provide a method of controlling the load distribution 
in an arrangement or in a node in a communication system (see Helander, column 1 , 
lines 10-13). 

5. Claims 7, 20, 41 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Anvekar et al (US 6,603,968) in view of Mohammed (US 
2003/01 1 9480A1 ) and further in view of Thomas (US 6,014,558). 

Regarding claims 7, 20, 41 and 42, the combination of Anvekar and Mohammed 
teaches the method of claims 1 and 2. The combination of Anvekar and Mohammed 
does not specifically disclose selecting a serving node in the cluster to manage the 
wireless session comprises maintaining load balancing between the serving nodes. 
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Thomas teaches selecting a serving node in the cluster to manage the wireless 
session comprises maintaining load balancing between the serving nodes (see column 
3, lines 43-67). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Thomas into the system of 
Anvekar and Mohammed in order to determine a capacity constrain of at least one node 
of the network (see Thomas, see column 3, lines 43-55). 

6. Claims 9, 22 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Anvekar et al (US 6,603,968) in view of Mohammed (US 2003/01 1 9480A1 ) and 
further in view of Choi et al (US 2003/0053430A1 ). 

Regarding claims 9, 22 and 33, the combination of Anvekar and Mohammed 
teaches the method of claims 1 and 2. The combination of Anvekar and Mohammed 
does not specifically disclose the registration request comprises an All-Registration 
Request. 

Choi teaches the registration request comprises an All-Registration Request (see 
page 2, [0020] and [0033]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Choi into the system of Anvekar 
and Mohammed in order to provide high-speed/high-quality real-time data services 
without data loss in an active packet mode (see Thomas, page 1, [0001]). 
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7. Claims 13, 26 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Anvekar et al (US 6,603,968) in view of Mohammed (US 2003/01 19480A1) and 
further in view of Huang et al (US 6,041 ,358). 

Regarding claims 13, 26 and 37, the combination of Anvekar and Mohammed 
teaches the method of claim 1 . The combination of Anvekar and Mohammed does not 
specifically disclose the identifier of the associated control node is an Internet protocol 
address. 

Huang teaches the identifier of the associated control node is an Internet protocol 
address (see column 2, line 65 to column 3, line 2). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Huang into the system of 
Anvekar and Mohammed so that the packet can be transmitted according to the 
appropriate data-link layer protocol. 

8. Claims 1 1 , 24, 35 and 45are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Anvekar et al (US 6,603,968) in view of Mohammed (US 
2003/01 1 9480A1 ) and further in view of Sarkar et al (US 6,728,300). 

Regarding claims 1 1 , 24, 35 and 45, Anvekar teaches determining a control node 
associated with the registration request by using a mobile unit identifier (see column 2, 
lines 41-55, the teaching of Anvekar inherently teaches a mobile unit identifier). 

Anvekar does not specifically disclose determining a control node associated 
with the registration request by using an algorithm. 
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Mohammed teaches determining a control node associated with the registration 
request by using an algorithm (see [0078], [0089] and [0090]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Mohammed into the system of 
Anvekar in order to provide a technique for seamlessly integrating voice and data 
telecommunication services across a wireless system (see Mohammed, [0002]). 

The combination of Anvekar and Mohammed does not specifically disclose 
determining the registration request comprises performing a hash function on the mobile 
unit identifier. 

Sarkar teaches the registration request comprises performing a hash function on 
the mobile unit identifier (see column 5, lines 58-63). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Choi into the system of Anvekar 
and Mohammed in order to provide method and apparatus for increasing the standby 
time of the receiver of broadcast databurst message in a wireless telecommunication 
system (see Sarkar, column 1, lines 11-15). 

9. Claims 25 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Anvekar et al (US 6,603,968) in view of Mohammed (US 2003/01 19480A1 ) and 
further in view of Sarkar et al (US 6,728,300) and Thomas (US 6,014,558). 

Regarding claims 25 and 36, the combination of Anvekar, Mohammed and 
Sarkar teaches determining a control node (see Mohammed, fig.1, item 18 reads on 
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Applicant's "control node") associated with the registration request by using an 
algorithm a mobile unit identifier in the registration request further comprises performing 
a modulo operation on the mobile unit identifier (see Mohammed, [0078], [0089] and 
[0090]). 

The combination of Anvekar, Mohammed and Sarkar does not specifically using 
a number associated with the loading between clusters as the basis for the operation 
and the remainder of the operation as an index into a database containing identifiers for 
control nodes. 

Thomas teaches using a number associated with the loading between clusters as 
the basis for the operation and the remainder of the operation as an index into a 
database containing identifiers for control nodes (see column 3, lines 43-67). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Thomas into the system of 
Anvekar, Mohammed and Sarkar in order to determine a capacity constrain of at least 
one node of the network (see Thomas, see column 3, lines 43-55). 

10. Claim 47 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Anvekar 
et al (US 6,603,968) in view of Mohammed (US 2003/01 1 9480A1 ) and further in view of 
Comroe et al (US 4,926,495). 

Regarding claim 47, the combination Anvekar and Mohammed teaches the 
method of claim 39. The combination Anvekar and Mohammed does not specifically 
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disclose a second control node, the second control node serving as a back-up to the 
control node. 

Comroe teaches a second control node, the second control node serving as a 
back-up to the control node (see column 6, lines 23-47). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Comroe into the system of 
Anvekar and Mohammed in order to provide an improved trunked communication 
system (see Comroe, column, 3, lines 18-19). 

1 1 . Claim 48 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Anvekar 
et al (US 6,603,968) in view of Mohammed (US 2003/01 19480A1 ) and further in view of 
Comroe et al (US 4,926,495) and Hoefelmeyer et al (US 6,385,204). 

Regarding claim 48, the combination of Anvekar, Mohammed and Comroe 
teaches the second control node serves as a back-up (see Comroe, column 6, lines 23- 
47). The combination of Anvekar, Mohammed and Comroe does not specifically 
disclose the node according to the Hot Standby Router Protocol. 

Hoefelmeyer teaches the node according to the Hot Standby Router Protocol (se 
column 12, lines 14-39). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of Hoefelmeyer into the system of 
Anvekar, Mohammed and Comroe in order to implement a call processing application 
across a plurality of local area network. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

12. Claims 8, 21 , 30-32 and 43 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Regarding claims 8, 21 , 30-32 and 43, claims 8, 21 , 30 and 43 are objected for 
the reasons as stated in the previous Office action dated 02/18/2005 (pages 12-13). 

13. Claim 38 is allowed. 

Regarding claim 38, claim 38 is allowed for the reasons as stated in the previous 
Office action dated 02/18/2005 (pages 13-15). 

Response to Arguments 

14. Applicant's arguments filed 04/28/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

On page 17 of Applicant's remarks, Applicant argues that Anvekar and 
Mohammed alone or in combination fail to teach determining a control node associated 
with the registration request by using an algorithm. 

In response, Mohammed does indeed teach determining a control node (see 
fiq.1. item 18 reads on Applicant's "control node" ) associated with the registration 
request by using an algorithm (see [0078], [0089] and [0090]. In addition, Applicant's 
specification fails to further define what "control node" or "an algorithm" is . Therefore, 
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Mohammed does indeed teach Applicant's claimed limitation with the broadest 
reasonable interpretation). 

On page 17 of Applicant's remarks, Applicant argues that Anvekar and 
Mohammed alone or in combination fail to teach claims 14, 27 and 39. 

In response, the combination of Anvekar and Mohammed does indeed teach 
each limitation recited in claims 14, 27 and 39. In addition, Applicant attention is 
directed to the rejection of claims 14, 27 and 39 above. 

On page 18 of Applicant's remarks, Applicant argues that the combination fails to 
teach each limitation recited in claims 3, 7, 9, 13, 16, 20, 22, 24-26, 29, 33, 35-37, 41 , 
42, 45, 47 and 48. 

In response, the combination indeed teaches each limitation recited in claims 3, 
7, 9, 13, 16, 20, 22, 24-26, 29, 33, 35-37, 41, 42, 45, 47 and 48. In addition, Applicant 
attention is directed to the rejection of claims 3, 7, 9, 13, 16, 20, 22, 24-26, 29, 33, 35- 
37, 41 , 42, 45, 47 and 48 above. 

Conclusion 

1 5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nghi H. Ly whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-791 1 . 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 am-5:30 pm Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Marsha Banks-Harold can be reached on (571 ) 272-7905. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




